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1 . Applicant is advised tliat in order to obtain an earlier filing date based on the 
earlier foreign application, applicant must make a claim. 

2. The drawing is objected to in that the claimed feature of "jetting air" in claim 10 is 
not shown. Correction is required. Rule 1.83. 

3. The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 112, 1^' para, in that in page 10, 
[0040], it recites swinging motors 29 and swinging shafts of the motors. It is not clear 
what the function of the swinging motor 29 and swinging shafts are and what the 
structural relationship among the clamping means 30, swinging motor and swinging 
shafts are. 

4. Applicant is requested to move the "brief description of the drawings" prior to the 
"preferred embodiments of the inventions" to render the specification in a better format. 

5. Claims 6, 7 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

In step (b) of each claim of claims 6 and 7, it recites "a filling process". However, 
it is not clear which filling process is referred to since there is a filling process in claim 1 
from which they depend. In claim 12, item (3), the language is in a non-idiomatic 
expression such that render the meaning vague and indefinite. In claim 15, it is not 
clear what the function of the swinging motor 29 and swinging shafts and what the 
structural relationship among the clamping means 30, swinging motor and swinging 
shafts are. 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 1-4, 12, 13, 15/12, 15/1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over WO 00/50187. 

WO' 187 shows a molding machine for producing flaskless molds. The machine 
comprise a upper and lower flasks with a pattern plate therebetween. The flasks 
along with the pattern plate are rotatable between a horizontal position and a 
vertical position (see, for example, page 6, line 16+ and figures 1-10). Thus, WO 
'187 substantially shows the invention as claimed except that it does not show 
the core installation step. However, it is conventional to provide a core 
installation step if a cast with a hollow space is designated. With respect to 
claims 2 and 3, it is noted in WO '187 that since for the actuators 7, 10 for 
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moving the squeeze plates 5 and 6, respectively, and the actuator 2a for rotation 
the flasl^s and pattern plate are operated independently to each other, it would 
have been obvious to operate those actuators at same time such that to speed 
up the molding process. With respect to claims 12-15, it would have been 
obvious to provide a clamping means wherever it deems to be necessary to fix 
parts in a designated location. 
9. Claims 5-11,14 and 15/14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over WO 00/50187 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of US 
6,470,953 to Hirata etal. 

Hirata et al. show the concept of using segmented squeeze feet for squeeze the 
molding sand. The feet are placed in different heights in according to the profile 
of the pattern (and thus the amounts of molding sand between the respective foot 
and the pattern profile are different) such that the ratios of the distances between 
the surfaces of the patterns on the pattern plate and the lower ends of the 
squeeze feet before a squeezing operation is performed to those after a 
squeezing operation is finished can nearly equal each other (see, for example, 
col. 5, lines 35-48) and thereby the density of the mold within the molding frame 
can be uniform (see col. 11, lines 11-12). It would have been obvious to use the 
segmented squeeze feet of Hirata et al. in the process of WO '1 87 in view of the 
advantage. With respect to claims 6, 7, to fill the required amounts of molding 
sand between the respective foot and the pattern profile in a single filling or a two 
filling step is deemed to be nothing more than an obvious design choice since it 
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does not obtain an unexpected result. With respect to claim 10, it is conventional 
to provide jetting air for aiding flow of sand from aeration tank through a 
dispensing nozzle to a molding cavity. 

1 0. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g.. In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

1 1 . Claims 1 -1 5 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-18 of 
copending Application No. 10/582,965. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because the claim language of instant 
application is nothing more than an obvious variation of that of copending application. 
With respect to claim 12-15, it would have been obvious to provide a clamping means 
wherever it deems to be necessary to fix parts in a designated location. 
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This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

1 2. US 5,246,058 to Murata and 4,541 ,476 to Larsen are cited to further show the 
state of the art. 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kuang Y. Lin whose telephone number is 571-272-1179. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10:00-6:30,. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jessica L. Ward can be reached on 571-272-1223. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kuang Y. Lin/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1793 

2-23-09 



